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H. Enesco; Dean A. Audet; Dr. P. Filion; Prof. J. 
Moore 


Call to order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Senate agreed to a request from Dr. O'Brien that item VII, c) - "Centre for 
Building Studies - enabling legislation" be added to the agenda. 


Approval of minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERCZI, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
OCTOBER 22, 1976, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he has been asked whether the recent election 
makes any difference to the University. In all probability it will one way or 
another, since a change in government usually makes some difference. At 
this particular point, however, there is no real basis on which to attempt an 
answer to that question. 


He expressed the feeling that the basic position which the University should 
take is that we are part of the Quebec University scene as are other 
Universities in the Province, and we expect to be treated in a just fashion 
and in a way that bears reasonable comparison with the treatment of other 
Universities. It was worth remembering that this University did not do 
excruciatingly well under the previous government; that there has been 
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extreme slowness even as governments go in dealing with many of the 
issues that have been of concern to us; and that absolutely the worst year 
that Sir George Williams University ever had with respect to operating 
grants was the first year of the Bourassa regime. 


Question Period 


With respect to input to the Deans on the question of the Future of Science 
Senate was advised that the Deans are prepared to receive written briefs and 
receive requests to meet with individuals for oral presentations. However, 
in the latter case, what they do will depend to some extent on the number of 
such requests received. 


Responding to a question on the availability of information on enrolment 
statistics and capital and operating expenditures for 1976/77, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that the enrolment statistics for 1976/77 were distributed at the 
October 29, 1976 meeting of Senate. The other documents will be 
forthcoming as soon as they have gone through the Board of Governors. 


He advised also that the enrolment statistics are based on September 
enrolments which correspond to the comparable date last year. They do not 
include January enrolments. 


Again, with respect to discussing the last two submissions on the Future of 
Science, Dr. O'Brien reminded Senators that Senate decided to refer those 
along with all the other related documents to the Deans. In addition, there 
was a comment which was well received, although not formally voted on, 
that those last two submissions should be regarded as worthy of particular 
consideration by the Deans in the sense that they were reactions to the 
original submissions. Formally, the question will come back next in terms 
of a progress report at the December 1976 Senate meeting. 


Responding to concerns expressed over the scheduling pattern used in the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration, Dean Berczi advised that he 
would like to be presented with a specific case which demonstrates that the 
Commerce schedule prevents students in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration from taking courses in the other Faculties or vice-versa. He 
suggested that this was just a feeling but he was nonetheless prepared to 
address himself to a specific case if he was presented with one. He 
emphasized also that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration has been 
using the present timetable pattern for the past five years and there have 
been no recent changes to it. Furthermore, no student has come to him in 
the past five years to complain that he or she could not take a particular 
course because of a timetable pattern. 


Reports from Councils etc. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Steering Committee has suggested that we try a 
different approach to this item. While the list of committees remains 

basically the same, rather than proceeding item by item where in many cases 
we find there is no report, in order to save time, the Chairman should ask if 
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there are any reports to be presented. He reminded Senators that this section 
of the agenda was on items for information and is not the occasion to raise 
subjects for debate nor to present motions. 


Mr. Quinn draw Senate's attention to the new item V, P) , "SAC", on the 
agenda and explained that SAC was the Student Academic Caucus which is 
a body composed of the nineteen student Senators. Meetings are held on the 
Wednesdays prior to the Senate meeting. He advised that in certain 
circumstances SAC is recognized by Senate to appoint students to various 
committee as. Its other function is basically an informational one where the 
student Senators get together and discuss items coming up at Senate and 
inform each other of the various viewpoints. Occasionally, decisions are 
taken on matters coming before Senate but these decisions are not binding 
on the individual student Senators. 


Prof. Gross advised that the Interim Council of the -Faculty of Fine Arts 
has completed its debate on the proposed permanent composition of its 
Council and intends to submit this to Senate in the very near future for 
ratification. It was hoped that Senate could deal with this without delay so 
that the permanent Council could be installed by February 1977. 


Prof. Bordan advised that subsequent to the last Senate meeting he has now 
received a draft report from Fr. J.E. O'Brien which was written on behalf 
of the Task Force on Film. This will be distributed to the Faculty Deans 
concerned and after comment from them, the 14ask Force will be 
reconvened and a report will then be presented to Senate. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CALLAGHAN, SECONDED BY MR. 
RENNIE, THAT PROF. T. FANCOTT BE APPOINTED TO THE 
CONCORDIA COUNCIL ON STUDENT LIFE (DOC-US-76-12-Dl). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT MR. SIG WYLSOMERSKI BE APPOINTED TO 
THE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION COMMITTEE 
(DOC-US-76-12-Dl). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 

IT WAS-MOVED BY DEAN VERSCHINGEL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER,TRAT PROFESSORS 1. ADLER, F.R. CHALK, J.-E. 
O'BRIEN, AND H. RIPSTEIN BE APPOINTED TO THE SPACE 
PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE (DOC-US-76-12-D]). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
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Additional Curriculum Changes 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that at the last meeting when we were dealing 
with curriculum changes a certain amount of confusion developed around 
certain programmes from the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science and the 
routing that they had followed in arriving at Senate. He has subsequently 
been able to establish that the document which came to Senate from the 
Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science, like the documents from all of the 
Faculties, comes from the Faculty. That is, the document on curriculum 
changes does not come from or via the Curriculum Coordinating 
Committee, but rather it comes directly from the Faculty concerned. The 
content of the document is therefore what the Faculty has put in it. In other 
words, what is submitted to Senate is the curriculum change proposals as 
they are approved at the Faculty level by whatever the mechanisms may be. 
These mechanisms usually provide for last minute changes in the goings 
and comings with U.C.C.C., so that in these documents there are often 
changes that in a sense are generated by the deliberations of U.C.C.C. but 
they are not placed in the document by the Curriculum Coordinating 
Committee. Rather, they are in the document if the Faculty concerned has 
seen fit to include them in the document which it submits. 


The question had been raised at the October 29, 1976 meeting of Senate as 
to whether or not the document should be the original submission, so to 
speak, from the Departments. Dr. O'Brien's reaction, having now clarified 
what goes on, was that Senate does not deal directly with departments but 
rather it deals with the Faculties. Therefore, the normal thing to arrive here 
is what the Faculty has seen fit to put before Senate. There would be 
nothing to prevent a Faculty if it saw fit to do so, to send forward for the 
information of Senate, departmental submissions, but the disadvantage in 
this would be the further increase in the piles of paper that arrived here. 


The feeling was expressed that if there was a case where a department 
disagreed with the particular version that ended up in the Faculty document 
there did not seem to be anything to prevent a department so informing 
Senate. it was suggested, however, that this should be an exception to the 
general rule because of some special circumstance. 


With respect to the curriculum changes on the agenda, Dr. O'Brien drew 
Senate's attention to document US-76-12-D6 which is the report from the 
Curriculum Coordinating Committee. He-suggested that Senate consider the 
items in the order that they appear on the agenda. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VER~SCHINGEL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
FROST THAT THE CERTIFICATE IN THE TEACHING OF SCIENCE 
(DOC-US-76-12-D3) BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM U.C.C.C. (DOC-US-76-12-D6). 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the report from U.C.C.C. 
(DOC-Us 76-12-D6). He pointed out that there was a misprint on page 3 of 
document .US-76-12-D3 and the actual titles of Science 311 and 313 should 
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be changed. The correct version appears on page 4 of the document where 
the course descriptions are given. 


Concern was voiced over what seemed to be restrictive and inflexible 
admission requirements as outlined on page 3 of document US-76-12-D3 
and the feeling was expressed that if a person had an interest in taking the 
particular courses, provided that space and facilities were available, an 
exception should be allowed for that person to enter the programme. It was 
suggested that a statement be added to the document that "if facilities permit, 
individuals not holding a teaching license valid in the province of Quebec 
will be allowed to enroll provided that the individual has the necessary 
academic qualifications." The concern expressed was for nonresidents and 
people who have an intellectual interest in the field but who have not applied 
for a Quebec teaching license for one reason or another. 


Dean Verschingel advised that for those other than teachers, exceptions will 
be made when justified. He pointed out however, that the courses were very 
specialized and center around people who have classroom experience. They 
also involve a considerable amount of laboratory material and therefore, 
substantial cost factors. He also explained that those holding a teaching 
diploma from Ontario, for example, would not pose a problem because 
there are methods of exchange between the two groups which would allow 
for this. 


It was suggested that perhaps the U.C.C.C. might give some thoughts to 
phrasing the admission requirements in a way that provides for the 
possibility of exceptional cases without actually encouraging applications 
which are ill-advised. 


In response to a question concerning the possibility of crediting these 
courses towards a Bachelor of Science degree, it was explained that if they 
were to be so credited it would be as part of the elective credits and not as 
part of the specialized degree requirements in Chemistry or Physics, etc. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Concerning the Honours programmes in Economics (DOC-US-76-12-D8), 
Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the report from the Curriculum 
Coordinating Committee (DOC-US-76-12-D6). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERCZI, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WATERS, THAT THE HONOURS PROGRAMMES IN ECONOMICS 
IN THE BACHELOR OF COMMERCE DEGREE (DOC-US-76-12-D8) 
BE APPROVED, SUBACT TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF 
U.C.C.C. (DOC-US-76-12-D6). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
With respect to the section in the U.C.C.C. report (DOC-US-76-12-D6) 


concerning a Major in Data Processing (Loyola), Prof. Whitelaw explained 
that this was not really for Senate's approval but rather for information. He 
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pointed out that this was a victim of the fact that we have not come to a 
decision on Computer Science and therefore, while the programme exists, it 
has no place to go. The suggestion from the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, which U.C.C.C. supports, is that this particular package of 
36 credits be housed in the new Bachelor of Administration programme. 


C.L.E.S.E.C. - Entrance requirements 


Dr. O'Brien noted that insofar as documentation is concerned, a report from 
Prof. Whitelaw was distributed. at the last Senate meeting 
(DOCUS-76-11-D2); there is the official report which was distributed with 
today's agenda (DOC-US-76-12-D4); and a background document prepared 
by Prof. Whitelaw on CTESEC and its activities (DOC-US-76-12-D7). 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the key context in which this is set is that the 
policy which the University has followed since Concordia has come into 
existence, and prior to that Sir George William , is that we should follow 
along with and become part of, the system which has evolved in Quebec 
during the past ten years. There has been a very substantial change in, the 
University system and in the educational system generally in Quebec over 
these past ten to fifteen years. The University system has changed from one 
in which each University made its own rules, established its own 
curriculum, set its own admission standards, and proceeded essentially as 
an independent and virtually autonomous institution, to a system in which in 
some senses, there is a high degree of integration, and in other senses, a 
substantial degree of independence. A key point to be recognized is that all 
of the Universities in the Province have gone in the same direction. 


There are some points in the system that are more clearly defined than 
others. For example, detailed curriculum has been very little integrated into 
the system and remains to a considerable extent within the decision of the 
individual universities. On the other hand, there has been a substantial 
attempt to bring about parallelism at the point of interface between the 
University and the school system from which the University entrants come. 
When the CEGEPS were estalblished it was considered essential that a 
CEGEP graduate have access to University, and consequently what was 
established was an acceptance of the basic principle that there is a normal 
passage from the CEGEP into the University. The Universities could not, 
for example, say that they did not like what the CEGEPS were doing and 
therefore, that they would add on a prepatory school of their own. 


It became one of the major purposes of the Department of Education in 
establishing CEGEPS to make sure that the CEGEP graduates would have a 
place to go when they finished the pre-University programme. Hence, out 
of the whole process there has emerged a fairly precise and detailed set of 
agreements, documents, case law and precedent, which defines the 
relationship between the University and the CEGEP. The admission profiles 
are one of the points of contact between the two systems which has been the 
subject of considerable interchange and definition over the years. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the background document 
(DOC-US76-12-D7) which he prepared at the request of Dr. O'Brien 
following the last Senate meeting. 


It was questioned how the statement that the D.E.C. lest une condition 
suffisante a l'admissibilité" (postulat #2, page 3, document US-76-12-D7) 
compares with the 1976 statement "chaque université pourra établir ses 
propres normes d'admission" (item I, section A), c), page 1, appendix "A", 
document US-76-12-D7). It was wondered whether CLESEC intended any 
contradiction in that someone may have passed all the CEGEP courses 
required in the profile but would not have sufficiently high grades in 
competition with other students for a quota type of programme. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that there was no intentional change and he thought 
that it was just incorrectly picked up. 


With respect to the third postulat (page 3, DOC-US-76-12-D7) it was stated 
that it seemed that despite Concordia's response which mentions the 
exceptional cases as well - as a periodic revision of requirements, the 
University has to a large extent given away its control over admissions. It 
was argued that we should be able to accept students who have completed 
D.E.C.'s but not necessarily the proper profile, provided there is roam for 
them. Such students would be asked to make up, as part of or in addition to 
the University programme, certain collegial level courses. It was wondered 
whether Concordia had any intention " at some point in the future to try and 
have a somewhat looser interpretation of the "third postulat" while at the 
same time maintaining the spirit of it. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that what we are talking about here are official 
requirements and probably in the minds of the Committee members in 
formulating this postulat they were thinking in terms of the University 
calendar or any kind of publication coming from a department or Faculty 
which actually gave an increased or decreased requirement over and above 
what has appeared in whatever document we had subscribed to. 


Responding to a question concerning the absence of certain previously 
expressed reservations from the CLESEC document, Prof. Whitelaw 
explained when CLESEC accepted the report as presented by the Chairman 
of the Committee, the minutes of the meetings which led up to the report 
were available and he presumed that these reservations were noted in the 
minutes. It was therefore assumed that, when the report came forward with 
whatever voting .pattern went with it, these things had been agreed upon 
however reluctantly. 


Concerning exceptional cases, Prof. Whitelaw explained that this is related 
to the number of places available in a given programme, and we have said in 
effect that we are binding ourselves to a certain set of requirements which 
apply to students coming from the CEGEPs in the Province of Quebec. We 
have al said that nevertheless, if we have room and if we can accommodate 
someone who may not have these requirements, for whatever reason, it is 
the University's right to accept them. That is, while the University agrees to 


a certain set of. conditions for entry from CEGEP, at the same time we are 
responsible for our admissions and we reserve the right, so long as we do 
not do any CEGEP graduate out of a place, to take in people who do not 
have the complete packet. This would only be done in the exceptional case. 


Dr. O'Brien directed Senate's attention to page 2 of document US-76-11-D2 
- which contains the "profils" we are concerned with at today's meeting. 
Alternatively, he noted that if Senate wished to deal with the "profils" in 
their original form, these will be found on pages seven and eight of 
document US-76-11-D4. He reminded Senate that at the last meeting-the 
questions around these profiles were referred back to the Faculties which 
were concerned and he suggested that before considering the problems for 
Engineering, we should clarify what the situation is around the proposed 
"profils" for science. 


Dean Verschingel advised that the S.G.W. Faculty of Science could live 
with the three proposed science "profils" (page 2, document US-76-11-D2). 


Dean Breen reported that at the last meeting of the Loyola Faculty of Arts 
and Science Council, there was a motion approving these "Profils" with the 
understanding "that in exceptional cases, students could be excused from 
some pre-requisite courses, provided that they have satisfied all the. other 
requirements" (page 4, document US-76-12-D7). 


It was understood that insofar as Science is concerned it would be 
acceptable to approve these "profils" and to reiterate the positions that 
Senate has already taken with respect to the "postulats". 


Senate was advised that some concerns to Mathematics have arisen recently 
because of certain facts which surfaced at a meeting of all Mathematics 
Department Chairmen in Quebec last week. 


It was suggested that at the moment CLESEC is only interested in the 
Engineering - Science case and if we reiterate our previous concerns it may 
sound as if we are making a new case about something and bringing it to the 
attention of CLESEC may un-focus what we really want to focus on. 


It was explained that the concern of the mathematicians was with what 
precedes Mathematics 103 and the total exposure to mathematics from both 
a pedagogical and cultural point of view. There is a possibility that students 
in the eleventh grade in the future will not see any mathematics in that 
Mathematics 522 may not be compulsory for admission to CEGEP. In other 
words, a student could go from Grade X to CEGEP without having any 
mathematics. While a new course as a pre-requisite to Math 103 (Calculus) 
will be created at the CEGEP level to replace the Mathematics 522, it will be 
given three or possibly four times per week for one term only. 


It was stated that if there was a motion to accept the "profils", it was 
intended that there be an amendment "on condition that pre-requisites be 
established for Mathematics 103". 


It was suggested that it would be sufficient for Senate to accept the "profils" 
as they stand while at the same time taking note of the recommendation from 
the meeting of Mathematicians that pre-requisites be established for 
Mathematics 103. It was argued that it was beyond the mandate of Senate to 
go into what is being taught in High Schools and pre-requisites to CEGEP 
courses. 


Prof. Cohen suggested that we should have a motion to the effect that the 
University accept the science "profils"” and each Faculty or programme will 
then choose one of them. If the Faculty of Engineering car-not live with 
this, they can defeat that motion. He would like the Rector, in submitting 
our response to CLESEC, to emphasize that even though we accept those 
"profils", we want to ensure that a committee, composed of people at the 
High School, CEGEP, and University levels of education, is set up to look 
at the teaching of Mathematics preceding Mathematics 103. He also 
explained that one of the main ideas behind these profiles is to ensure 
mobility of students between applied science and science, and if we end up 
saying that the "profils" are acceptable for Science but not for Engineering, 
we are in effect voting against both. The real issue insofar as CLESEC is 
concerned is are we going to accept something that is fairly common 
between Science and Engineering or not. 


The feeling was expressed that the best way to proceed would be without a 
motion at this point and simply let the debate evolve in terms of what the 
concerns are. To become restricted by a motion would be most unfortunate 
if in fact it evolves that we would prefer something different. 


Dr. O'Brien sensed that there was no very difficult problem around science 
and that a motion dealing with Prof. Cohen's concerns could be found 
without too much difficulty. We have not yet paid any attention to the 
Engineering problems on this question and he proposed that Senate now 
turn to that side of the issue. 


Dean Callaghan presented and explained the document dated November 18, 
1976, from the Faculty of Engineering concerning the CLESEC Proposals - 
Science Profils. He pointed out that the basic thrust of the argument of the 
Faculty of Engineering is to ask Senate not to approve at this time a change 
in the Science Profiles as they presently exist in the CEGEPs. 


It was pointed out that insofar as the Profiles for Pure and Applied Science 
are concerned, the Chemistry courses are in fact the same and that there was 
even only one stream in Chemistry. The courses are Chemistry 3.01 and 
201. 


In situating the issue Dr. O'Brien stated that it seemed reasonably clear that 
Science, a few details aside, can accept the profiles with no great harm 
being done. It seemed equally clear that no small tampering with the profiles 
is going to satisfy Engineering. If this were strictly an internal matter, we 
would no doubt have another sub-committee which would report in due 
course and something with which everyone was happy would emerge. The 
issue which Senate shows every sign of being faced with is the question of 


whether we turn down at this stage those profiles, thereby making the 
Engineers happy, but at the same time opening up a very significant 
problem in our external relationships with CLESEC and that whole part of 
the system, or whether we accept those profiles and Engineering will have 
to live with one of them. 


It was suggested that the Engineering Faculty should accept a resolution 
supporting "a court terme", these profiles, with the understanding that the 
objections and fears of the Faculty of Engineering be noted and acted upon 
by the CEGEPs and with a view of reviewing the whole matter in two 
years. 


Responding to a question as to why not stay with the status quo, Dr. 
O'Brien, advised that a large number of months were spent because of a 
view that the status quo was not satisfactory with respect to the profiles in 
general, and when this process of negotiation ultimately leads to a set of 
generally accepted recommendations, it would seem that an individual 
University needs an awfully good reason to reject them at the very end of 
the process. He advised also that the best information available indicates that 
the other Universities are going to accept them. 


It was suggested that if Senate has any sympathy for the position of the 
Faculty of Engineering the best route would be to inform CLESEC at its 
next meeting that we have had a long debate on the question and we still 
perceive real difficulties in going ahead with it and we have not taken a vote 
not to accept the profiles. This would at least allow us to hear from the other 
Universities. 


It was pointed out that the question which is before CLESEC is the matter 
of publishing this very shortly in order that students who enter CEGEPS 
next Fall will know the programme they should take to enter University two 
years later. In saying that we are still debating it is very close to saying that 
we are rejecting it for this year. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT DESPITE THE FACT THAT THIS UNIVERSITY 
DOES NOT AGREE WITH ALL OF THE DETAILS OF THE CLESEC 
PROPOSALS (PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-76-11-D2) ON ENTRANCE 
REQUIREMENTS TO UNIVERSITY UNDERGRADUATE 
PROGRAMMES IN PURE AND APPLIED SCIENCES, IT 
RELUCTANTLY ACCEPTS THESE PROFILES AS A SHORT TERM 
ATTEMPT TO MOVE THE SYSTEM AHEAD AND RESERVES THE 
RIGHT TO PRODUCE A DOCUMENT FOR CLESEC ILLUSTRATING 
ITS CONCERNS IN THE HOPE THAT CLESEC, IN THE LONGER 
TERM, WILL REACT POSITIVELY TO THEM. 


It was agreed that Dean Callaghan, Dean Verschingel, Professor Cohen and 
Professor McDougall be asked to prepare, in consultation with Professor 
Whitelaw, a statement outlining the reluctances expressed in Senate, for 
presentation at the December 1976 meeting of Senate. 


Responding to a suggested amendment that number 111, 2) in the document 
from the Faculty of Engineering concerning the CLESEC Proposals - 
Science Profiles be approved, Dr. O'Brien ruled that this was not an 
amendment because it is simply a different stage of the process. He also 
advised that admission requirements are a responsibility of Senate and that if 
the Faculty of Engineering wished to go in that direction, this is a question 
that would have to come to Senate as a separate issue. Senate would then 
have to decide whether it is appropriate that Engineering be allowed to 
follow the Commerce profile or that it be required to follow one of the 
Science profiles. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CALLAGHAN, 
SECONDED BY PROF. XISTRIS, THAT IN APPROVING THE 
CLESEC RECOMMENDATIONS, IT IS UNDERSTOOD THAT THIS 
DOES NOT MEAN THAT WE ARE NOW MAKING A DECISION 
THAT THE FACULTY OF ENGINEERING IS REQUIRING AS A 
MINIMUM SET OF ENTRANCE REQUIREMENTS, THOSE COURSES 
DEFINED IN THE SCIENCE PROFILES. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the amendment is not needed to discuss whether 
Engineering could use the Commerce profile, which will certainly be before 
Senate if that is the intent. The question is simply to inform CLESEC that 
that kind of thing will be under consideration. 


It was stated that the purpose of the amendment was also to shock CLESEC 
into realizing that what it is trying to do is not really acceptable to the 
Faculty of Engineering and will perhaps force CLESEC to take a second 
look at these profiles. 


It was agreed that the amendment be changed to read: 


"THAT CLESEC BE INFORMED THAT IN APPROVING THE CLESEC 
RECOMMENDATIONS, WE RESERVE THE RIGHT TO USE ONE OF 
THE OTHER ACCEPTED PROFILES FOR ADMISSION TO 
ENGINEERING." 


- THE AMENDMENT AS CHANGED WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Prof. Bordan and Prof. Cohen asked that their abstentions be recorded. 


- THE MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Dean Callaghan asked that the comments from the Faculty of Engineering as 
contained in section I of the document dated November 18, 1976, be made 
available to CLESEC and to other Universities. 


Dr. O'Brien presumed that whatever is relevant in the comments would-find 
its place in the document that is to be drafted. 
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Notice of Motion 


Dean Callaghan gave notice of motion "that number 111, 2) in the document 
from the Faculty of Engineering concerning the CLESEC Proposals - 
Science Profiles, be approved." 


Adjournment 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY DEAN FRENCH, 
THAT SENATE BE PROVIDED WITH THE DOCUMENT WHICH IS 
TO BE FORWARDED TO CLESEC; THAT THE GRADUATE 
GRADING SYSTEM BE GIVEN PRIORITY ON THE AGENDA FOR 
THE NEXT SENATE MEETING; AND THAT THE MEETING BE 
ADJOURNED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


